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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-87 are pending in the 
application, with claims 1, 15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84, and 86 being the independent 
claims. Claims 1, 3, 5, 11, 15, 17-19, 20-23, 25-29, 31-42, 44-56, 58-68, 70, 71, 75, 76, 
78, 80, 81 and 84-87 are sought to be amended. Applicant reserves the right to prosecute 
similar or broader claims, with respect to any amended claims, in the future. These 
changes are believed to introduce no new matter, and their entry is respectfully 
requested. Support for the amendment can be found in, at least, page 28 lines 14-20 of 
the instant specification. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they 
be withdrawn. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 112 

Section 3 of the Office Action rejects claims 1-87 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph. Applicant respectfully submits pending claims 1-87 overcome the rejection 
thereto set forth in section 3 of the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection of claims 1-87 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, set forth 
in section 3 of the Office Action. 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 - First Grounds 

Section 4 of the Office Action rejects claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84 and 86 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,727,203 to 
Hapner ("Hapner") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,925,550 to Sprangle et al. ("Sprangle"). 
For at least the following reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection. 

Claim 1 recites, in part, "a second parameter in the instruction containing a value 
field configured to be passed to another instruction of the program thread." Claims 15, 
29, 42 and 75 recite, in part, "wherein one of the plurality of parameters in the instruction 
contains a value field configured to be passed to another instruction of the program 
thread." Claims 56, 76, 84 and 86 recite, in part, "wherein a second parameter in the 
instruction contains a value field configured to be passed to another instruction of the 
program thread." 

Applicant respectfully submits neither Hapner nor Sprangle, whether taken alone 
or in combination, disclose at least these features of claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84 
and 86. Consequently, Applicant respectfully asserts independent claims 1,15, 29, 42, 
56, 75, 76, 84 are patentable over Hapner and Sprangle. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 
1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hapner 
in view of Sprangle set forth at section 4 of the Office Action. 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 - Second Grounds 

Section 6 of the Office Action rejects claims 1, 15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84 and 86 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,675, 192 1 to Emer 
et ah ("Emer") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,687,812 to Shimada et al. ("Shimada"). For 
at least the following reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw the rejection. 

Claim 1 recites, in part, "a second parameter in the instruction containing a value 
field configured to be passed to another instruction of the program thread." Claims 15, 
29, 42 and 75 recite, in part, "wherein one of the plurality of parameters in the instruction 
contains a value field configured to be passed to another instruction of the program 
thread." Claims 56, 76, 84 and 86 recite, in part, "wherein a second parameter in the 
instruction contains a value field configured to be passed to another instruction of the 
program thread." 

Applicant respectfully submits neither Emer nor Shimada, whether taken alone or 
in combination, disclose at least these features of claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 76, 84 and 
86. Consequently, Applicant respectfully asserts independent claims 1, 15, 29, 42, 56, 
75, 76, 84 are patentable over Emer and Shimada. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1,15, 29, 42, 
56, 75, 76, 84 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Emer in view of 
Shimada set forth at section 6 of the Office Action. 



1 The Examiner refers to U.S. Patent No. 6,675,129 to Emer. However U.S. 
Patent No. 6,675,129 is issued to Cambon et al. Applicant assumes the Examiner meant 
to reference 6,675,192 and have responded accordingly. 
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Claims 2-14. 16-28. 30-41. 43-55. 57-74, 77-83, 85 and 87 

Section 9 of the Office Action rejects claims 2-14, 16-28, 30-41, 43-55, 57-74, 
77-83, 85 and 87 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hapner in view of 
Sprangle and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,949,994 to Dupree et al. ("Dupree"). 
For at least the following reasons, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection. 

As explained above, Applicant respectfully submits claims 1,15, 29, 42, 56, 75, 
76, 84 and 86 are patentable over Hapner in view of Sprangle, whether taken alone or in 
combination. Applicant respectfully submits that Dupree does not overcome the 
deficiencies of Hapner and Sprangle. Claims 2-14, 16-28, 30-41, 43-55, 57-74, 77-83, 
85 and 87 depend from claims 1, 15, 29, 42, 56, 76, 84 or 86 and are therefore also 
patentable over Hapner, Sprangle, and Dupree. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 2-14, 16-28, 
30-41, 43-55, 57-74, 77-83, 85 and 87 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hapner, Sprangle, and Dupree set forth at section 9 of the Office Action. 
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Conclusion 



All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be 
withdrawn. Applicant believes that a full and complete reply has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will 
expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 



Glenn J. Perry V 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 28,458 
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